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and balances were. I am watching com-
mercials today that talk about the ef-
fort of the Democrats to block judicial 
appointees is somehow applying the 
concept of checks and balances. I have 
to gather my 15-year-old daughter 
Sarah and tell her that is not what 
checks and balances are about. The 
concept of checks and balances has to 
do with the wisdom of our Founders to 
balance the power of the executive 
branch against the power of the legisla-
tive branch and the power of the judi-
cial branch. That is checks and bal-
ances—a magnificent concept. 

But checks and balances does not 
mean, and has never meant, that some-
how the minority can block the major-
ity from governing in an Executive 
Calendar, where the President has the 
authority to appoint individuals who 
he thinks are qualified, and then we 
measure that qualification—not poli-
tics, not their views on certain polit-
ical issues, but their competence, their 
integrity, their capacity to do the job— 
and we then advise and consent, we 
give the up-or-down vote. 

But checks and balances have noth-
ing to do with the attempt of the mi-
nority, right here, to block the major-
ity from simply confirming Presi-
dential appointees. We are not talking 
about changing the legislative cal-
endar. We are not talking about inter-
fering with the right to filibuster on 
legislative issues. We are talking about 
upholding the Constitution. 

It is interesting, if you go back—and 
like the Presiding Officer, I have been 
here only a few years—we have learned 
from some of our colleagues about the 
history of what went on before. In the 
past, the Senate did not filibuster judi-
cial nominees. There were times when 
you had very liberal judges coming up 
for confirmation by Democratic Presi-
dents, and you had Republicans con-
trolling the process, and you had ma-
jority leaders such as Trent Lott sup-
porting cloture for liberal nominees 
who, on the basis of ideology, they 
would not support. 

Judge Paez, in the Ninth Circuit, I 
believe was one of the judges involved 
in the decision that you cannot say 
‘‘one Nation under God.’’ I know many 
of my colleagues felt Judge Paez’s 
views were extreme. But they respected 
the power of the President to make an 
appointee, and they respected the his-
tory and tradition of this institution 
that says: Give nominees an up-or- 
down vote. Paez got that up or down 
vote and was confirmed. 

So my deep concern is somehow we 
are involved in almost this Orwellian 
doublespeak today that we are talking 
about checks and balances in a process 
that has no relationship to what 
checks and balances have always 
meant. Again, our young people should 
understand that. 

We have bent over backward to pro-
tect minority views in this Senate. 
When it comes to appointments, the 
majority has a right and a responsi-
bility to act. Then all of us have the 

right to vote yes or no. Let’s do the 
right thing. Let’s uphold the tradition 
of this institution. Give people the 
right to get an up-or-down vote when 
they are nominated for a judicial of-
fice. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. 

Mr. COLEMAN. Madam President, I 
yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Colorado. 

f 

JUDICIAL NOMINATIONS 

Mr. SALAZAR. Madam President, I 
come to this Chamber this morning to 
make a few comments in response to 
my colleagues from Minnesota, South 
Dakota, and Louisiana, concerning the 
judicial nomination process. 

Let me say at the outset, I believe 
the work of this body and this Congress 
should be getting about the people’s 
business. I believe this issue con-
cerning the filibuster rule is something 
that is distracting this country and 
this Congress from doing what we 
should be working on. 

In the Washington Post this morn-
ing, the headline story talks about the 
economic worries of America. The first 
two paragraphs of the article in the 
Washington Post read as follows: 

Inflation and interest rates are rising, 
stock values have plunged, a tank of gas in-
duces sticker shock, and for nearly a year, 
wages have failed to keep up with the cost of 
living. 

Yet in Washington, the political class has 
been consumed with the death of a brain- 
damaged woman in Florida, the ethics of the 
House majority leader, and the fate of the 
Senate filibuster. 

I would submit that we as a body 
have a responsibility to address the 
issues the people of this country care 
about. Those issues are about passing a 
transportation bill for America. Those 
issues are about getting an energy bill 
passed for the people of America that 
helps us get rid of our overdependence 
on foreign oil. Those issues are about 
making sure we address the most crip-
pling issue affecting America today— 
and that is business and people alike— 
the issue of health care, which is bank-
rupting this country and many families 
throughout our States. 

We get into this discussion here 
about what is happening with respect 
to judges. The fact is, what the major-
ity is attempting to do is to simply 
break the rules. They are simply at-
tempting to break the rules because 
they have the power. 

Now, I live in an America that 
strongly supports the fact we have a 
power that was created by our Found-
ing Fathers, distributed between the 
executive, with checks and balances, 
and the Congress, and different rules 
for the Senate. Part of that is assuring 
a guarantee when we make decisions 
for the American people, especially 
with respect to judges who have life-
time appointments, that we are ap-
pointing the very best people to those 

positions. The debate that is underway 
today concerning the so-called fili-
buster rule, from my point of view, is 
an effort to try to change the rules in 
midstream. It also is reflective of the 
abuse of power we see in Washington 
today. To be sure, when you look at the 
history of what has happened with ju-
dicial appointments in the last decade 
and a half or so, there have been 60 
Democratic nominees from President 
Clinton who were rejected by this Sen-
ate. On the other hand, if you look at 
what has happened with President 
Bush’s nominees, we have had over 96 
percent of all of his appointees con-
firmed by the Senate. 

Now, under anybody’s scorecard, if 
you get a 96-percent success rate, I 
think you have done pretty well. You 
can ask my daughters, who are stellar 
students in their school; getting a 96- 
percent grade is pretty good. That is a 
much higher rating for President 
Bush’s appointees than we had for prior 
Presidents. 

So I would say this is not about these 
particular nominees. I have not yet 
taken my own position with respect to 
what I will do with these seven nomi-
nees. I will study their records, and I 
will make my decision based on those 
records. But, at the end of the day, this 
is whether we will uphold the cherished 
traditions of this Senate that have pro-
vided the kinds of checks and balances 
that have been important for this Sen-
ate to be able to function. 

In my view, those rules force us, as 
Republicans and Democrats, to come 
together to work through the issues 
that are most important for our coun-
try. I believe the way this issue has 
been presented to this body and to the 
American people has been destructive 
not only to this body but also destruc-
tive to the real agenda on which we as 
the elected representatives of the peo-
ple should be working. 

That real agenda is about roads. It is 
about transportation. It is about en-
ergy. It is about health care. It is 
about the issues that affect every per-
son every day. They are the kinds of 
issues that affect people when they get 
out of bed in the morning and wonder 
what is going to happen to their fami-
lies, their children, and their parents. 
Those are the kinds of issues we should 
be working on as opposed to working 
on these kinds of very divisive issues. 

f 

AFGHAN SECURITY FORCES 
STANDARDS AMENDMENT 

Mr. SALAZAR. Madam President, I 
would 1ike to speak a little bit about 
amendment No. 454, which was adopted 
unanimously by the Senate last night. 
I appreciate and thank Senators COCH-
RAN and BYRD for the time they have 
spent working with me on this amend-
ment. I also note and appreciate the 
work of Senators MCCONNELL and 
LEAHY on this matter. Their staff 
members, Paul Grove and Tim Rieser, 
were very helpful. 

It is clear that success in Iraq and 
Afghanistan is dependent on how well 
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and how fast we train security forces 
and police there. It is also clear that 
the faster and better we train these 
forces, the sooner our troops can come 
home. 

This amendment is designed to en-
sure that the training in Afghanistan— 
for which this bill dedicates more than 
$600 million, including $44.5 million 
which is to be available only for the es-
tablishment of a pilot program to train 
local Afghan police forces—is handled 
well and is handled in an accountable 
fashion. 

We have seen what happens when 
training is rushed or when account-
ability is ignored. The Haitian Na-
tional Police, for which we spent hun-
dreds of millions of dollars training in 
the 1990s, is all but disbanded. We are 
all familiar with the stories of mis-
management of police training in the 
Balkans. And just last week, Secretary 
Rumsfeld took an emergency trip to 
Baghdad to try to salvage some of the 
training we have done there as Shiite 
political leaders threaten to purge 
Sunni officials from the forces. 

This amendment is meant to ensure 
that training in Afghanistan benefits 
from lessons learned and the mistakes 
of the past. It adds commonsense provi-
sions to the $660 million appropriated 
for police and counternarcotics pro-
grams in Afghanistan. We need to take 
this step because the challenges we 
face in training a capable security and 
police force in Afghanistan are perhaps 
even more daunting than in Iraq. 

First, Afghanistan is the world’s 
largest producer of poppy, the raw ma-
terial for heroine. It produces 80 per-
cent of the world’s heroine and, accord-
ing to the United Nations, is currently 
producing dramatically more than it 
did under the control of the Taliban. 
Keep in mind that heroine use not only 
fuels crime throughout Europe and in 
the United States, but it funds ter-
rorist organizations and is responsible 
for the looming AIDS crisis throughout 
eastern Europe. 

Second, there are already several 
countries and organizations training 
forces in Afghanistan, including for the 
vitally important effort of counter-
narcotics. In fact, this difficult task of 
building a capable law enforcement 
system in that formerly ruler-less 
country is divided among the United 
States, Italy, Great Britain and several 
different international organizations. 

And third, the way the administra-
tion has structured this program lends 
itself to confusion and competition 
among American agencies. The funding 
in the bill goes to the Department of 
Defense, but much of the police train-
ing will be handled by the State De-
partment. 

This amendment is an effort to make 
sure we can get the accountability our 
taxpayers deserve as well as the suc-
cess that our national security de-
mands. 

I recognize good training will not be 
easy. I also understand that in post- 
conflict societies, it is often difficult to 

find good personnel. But I also recog-
nize that we simply have to get better 
at how we train other people to take 
over security in their own countries. 

The stress on our Armed Forces de-
mands no less. The challenges facing 
U.S. taxpayers demand no less. And 
success in post-conflict societies de-
mands no less. 

Before coming to the U.S. Senate, I 
had the honor of serving our great 
State of Colorado as attorney general. 
In that job, I made homeland security 
my highest priority. 

One of the responsibilities I had as 
attorney general was being chairman 
of the Peace Officers Standards and 
Training Board, POST. Given all that 
our police officers and their families 
give for us and for our State, the least 
I could do was to fight for additional 
training and support resources. 

In 2003, we did that, and in exchange 
we asked for greater accountability. 
We did that, too, and the result has 
been a better trained and more ac-
countable police force, not to mention 
a safer Colorado. 

It has worked in Colorado and across 
this country. I believe with the adop-
tion of this amendment we can start to 
make it happen in our police training 
overseas as well. 

Madam President, I yield the floor 
and suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. SALAZAR. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

POPE BENEDICT XVI 
Mr. SALAZAR. Madam President, I 

want to take a moment this morning 
to discuss the election of Pope Bene-
dict XVI as the leader of my church 
and the leader of the 1 billion Catholics 
in our world. I pray for him as he as-
sumes this awesome responsibility for 
our church and for our world. 

I have also been comforted by the 
comments we have heard from Pope 
Benedict XVI. We know we face some 
difficult challenges in the Catholic 
Church in the days and years ahead. 
We also know we as Catholics are not 
united on every issue. As I said on this 
floor after the passing of Pope John 
Paul the Great, we as Catholics are 
both comforted by our church’s teach-
ings and challenged by its demands. 
That will continue to be the case. And 
that is as it should be. 

What is also true is what Pope Bene-
dict XVI said yesterday. He said: 
Catholics ‘‘look serenely at the past 
and do not fear the future.’’ 

I was also touched by another thing 
the Pope said yesterday. In relation to 
John Paul the Great’s efforts to reach 
out to other Christian faiths, Pope 
Benedict XVI said: 

I am fully determined to accept every ini-
tiative that seems opportune to promote 
contact and understanding. 

‘‘I am fully determined to accept 
every initiative that seems opportune 
to promote contact and under-
standing.’’ 

I am praying for those kinds of ef-
forts. I hope each of us will take a mo-
ment this Sunday, the very day of the 
Pope’s inaugural mass, to pause and re-
flect on how we can best live up to this 
challenge from Pope Benedict XVI. 

Madam President, I yield the floor 
and suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. JOHNSON. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

JUDICIAL NOMINATIONS 

Mr. JOHNSON. Madam President, as 
a Senator who has served in both the 
House of Representatives and the Sen-
ate, in both the majority and the mi-
nority in the House and both in the 
majority and the minority in the Sen-
ate, I am distressed at some of the 
rhetoric and debate that has gone for-
ward relative to the role of the so- 
called filibuster rule or the nuclear op-
tion, as some people refer to it. It is 
my hope the debate can go forward in 
a more civil and thoughtful manner 
than has sometimes been the case up 
until now. 

I have served—and it has been an 
honor to serve—in both bodies. Each of 
the bodies, the House and the Senate, 
has a respective and important role to 
play. One of the factors, however, that 
most distinguishes the Senate from the 
other body is the existence of the 60- 
vote rule, the so-called filibuster rule, 
which has the consequence of requiring 
both political parties to come to the 
center, to have some at least modicum 
of bipartisanship in the proposals they 
pursue, the nominees who are consid-
ered. 

That is one of the great strengths of 
the Senate. I know it frustrates some 
who would like to see the Senate oper-
ate more as the other body does, where 
a one-vote margin is all that is essen-
tially ever necessary. A rules com-
mittee further streamlines things. As a 
consequence, the other body tends to 
be and has been over the years most 
often a far more partisan body than the 
Senate. 

The Founders designed the Senate 
with 6-year terms and a differing basis 
for selection as a body that would be 
the more thoughtful, more delibera-
tive, would take the longer view of ini-
tiatives that are before the Congress. 
The Senate plays a very important 
role. 

There is too much partisanship in 
Congress. I have the honor of rep-
resenting South Dakota, a State some 
would describe as a dark red State that 
President Bush won by a large margin 
this last time. I am very proud of the 
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